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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The office action of November 16, 2005, is acknowledged. 

The examiner has objected to claims 1-3 concerning the phrase "able to". Additionally, 
claims 1-3 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. Sec. 112 due to the use of the phrase "said 
completed item" in claim 1. Claim 1 has been amended to remedy the objected to portion as 
well as to more specifically define the invention in claim 1. The examiner is thanked for calling 
this matter to the undersigned attorney's attention. 

Claims 1-3 also stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. Sec. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Albritton in view of Sejzer. Reconsideration of this rejection is requested in light of the 
following arguments. 

The two references cited of record in the afore-noted rejection do not disclose the method 
as claimed. Albritton does not relate to a point of purchase display but rather discloses the use of 
a removable housing cover for a door chime with the housing cover taking alternative shapes and 
colors. Nothing more appears suggested in Albritton. The Sejzer reference simply discloses a 
blinking light circuit for use with packaging so as to direct the attention of the prospective 
purchaser to the packaging. Nothing more is disclosed or suggested in Sejzer. 

Claim 1 of the subject application relates to the providing of a point of purchase display 
having a representative sample of each form of each of the various subcomponents which are 
identified by a product identifier. The representative samples are separated on the display to 
allow a visual comparison for the customer. This is not discloses or suggested in Albritton. 
While separate packaging is mentioned in Sejzer, such packaging does not represent any 
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subcomponents, and they are not separated for any visual comparison from one sample to 
another sample of a subcomponent. 

In addition, claim 1 of the subject method further indicates allowing the customer to 
select a particular form of a subcomponent from one of the samples of the display then selecting 
one or more other forms of a subcomponent from other samples on the display in order to 
complete the assembly of the doorbell. This is not mentioned in Sejzer and the primary purpose 
of Albritton is to allow a standard base to be utilized with different covers. There is no 
suggestion of utilizing a point of purchase display having multiple forms of subcomponents from 
which a customer can select a form of a subcomponent from a sample on the display to be 
combined with one or more other forms of subcomponents on the display to complete a doorbell. 

In summary, there is really no display suggested or shown in either of the references cited 
of record, nor would it be obvious to form such a display with multiple forms of subcomponents 
each represented by a sample presentable to a potential customer. 

Accordingly, it is believed that claim 1 and those depending claims 2 and 3 are in 
allowable form. With respect to claim 2, there is no suggestion in either of the references cited 
of record of utilizing a product identifier associated with each selected form of each of the 
various subcomponents. 

Accordingly, claims 1-3 are believed to be in allowable form. 

The undersigned attorney affirms the election of claims 1-3 communicated to the 
examiner on November 2, 2005. 
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Respectfully submitted, 



BOTKIN & HALL LLP 
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